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BARRIS FARbIS
2830 House Ave

Durham, CA 95938

June ~0, 1998

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, Callfomin 95!114
Attn: Mr. Rick Breitenbach

Dear Mr, Breitenbach:

We would like to submit the following comments and concerns based upon our initial review ofthe
docun~nts.

The. overall program appearance ~eems directed toward new facility construction and development
In facilitate, fimvre i~rea,~d diver~nn~ F, nvimnmnntnl re,~tnrntinn i~i treated an n ~emndary ~thjt.~
rather than an equal focus issue. The documents appear to presem increased water diversions and
t~ sal~s as a ~¢ea, ~e tlae.~ntestald~ assumption. Thb ~ppr~eh t~ ~l~um~at pee~esti~a d~e.s
not present an objective viewpoint towml the ~Jou~.e issues tad ~ll continue to perpetuate the
polarized political rmsitinns that haw craatad the ~..rrant simatinn of g-verr.ly degraded remurces.
The dependence upon structural solutions to environmental la’oblems wit!! also perpetuate the
commitment to very expensive construction, maintenance and repair of more and more facilities that
Imvc yut lu I~. dcnlunstlatetl to be legitimately needed or viable tbr the lung term.

The reports fail to acknowledge the ~implest, mo~t affordable and effective approach to re~olving a
large portio~ of the problems occurring in the Delta which simply involves reduction in water use and
demand. Increases in conservation programs and water tt~� eltioieney, ff combined with a
coverage impact surcharge on all wat~ exports, could fikdy accomplish the same basic objectives
for a fraction of the cost Most effective of al! would be restriction of water transfer sales to
~¢ientifically demonstrated sustainable levelg. This would remove the com,pting influence of the
financial in,cram that seek nllximut~| profit at tl,e w.pens~ oldie natural environment. Instead, state
and federal taxpayers face subsidlzh~ a ptt~au, tl~ aplnaus fo~s~d on dra~tk:ally expanding water
transfer a~e erd~ort facilities which will provid© profit m a relative few and drastically facili,am
continued sprawling, uncontrolled growth in Ic~.M~ons lb.at do not have. ml~dc.nt facilities, services
and resowrees to support such devdopment in a nanner that is suslainable or’ en~i~tmmmttally

C--01 4038
(3-014038



responsible.

Wat¢~ ned the fish and wildlife that depend upon it are public resources that are compIete)y dependent

to be feasible, all continuin~ and fi~ture water diventiom and trar~ftr ~zlen ahtmld he 100% financially
responsible for all of the restoration and enhancement activities needed to completely off" set their
impacts and further contribute to a comprehensive restoration and enhancement program that is
needed to rectify the environmental damage and tenure© dcgrulttion that hgq already occurred.
Transfer sale fees should provide this funding. If found economically’infeasible, pumping and transfer
~ ~ Ig ~gt~-m~nt~y curtailed to wlatcw point ti~ dc~adation would stop. This thr©shold
~hould bc the baseline for resource allocation decisions. Only very limited pumping or transfer
prognmu that can bc clearly documented to have no potential for long term degradation and which
pay fm mitigation of their impacts l O(P,~ should be permitted to continue. Continued licensing and
operation of dam facilities should similarly off--set the costs of their usage and operation for
hydroelectric cherry Rcngr~ti~n

Primary wat~ all~tions should be for Idstofical communities and agric~dtural uses with urhan
transfer sales pemfitted only. in surplus years with furl roitigatioo and restorlttion already established.
Only aft~ suo:’~d’ul te.~’nativ= =,d ,©.,cd;ul .uS.,,. u,~l ;,,q,.,v=.�,~L~ ,-,h.uld u,,y .©w/’u~;l;Ge~ .,’
additional diversion be considered Monh~ring wmdd determine if any furore exports could be

r.fTectiveness when in fact the he.fits ar~ very obvious. Many local drainages could drastically
benefit fi’om relativmly simple programs that focus on education and conservation,

Total water volumes and ecosystem need m’e not discussed as related issues, which is n clam"
connection that must be addressed. Tim reports ~ to avoid this touchy issue sinc~ there is already
~ dniir,,it in avmEe y~nm nnd the, nhnve, n~n~i,~,~,vl ~,.q~i,m ,h., .11 ,~,rrs.td divt,~hm., will
continue.

DAMS

Alternative~ do not consider deoommissionJng of dams and other riverlstr~m obstructions. Since
t.he.~, fa¢~iitiea are largely responsible for much &the remtzrce degntdation that h~s occtzrrexl over
the past 50 or more years it would be logical to include these alternatives. Tlus subject is not
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mentioned and yet could provide a large part of the needed mitigatior~ teat miBht permit future
operation~ of the remaining thci]ities that are part of the CVP oz- SWP. Tlus program study ~ould
not be confidered complete until this aspect has been thoroughly analyst-d, evah~ated
h~wrporated into the primary locus o/’the prosrtm. ’]’he life expectancy of these facilities will fall
within the projected time frames &the applicability of this program further justifying tee need for
oonsidemtion of such alternatives. The exclusion of this type of discussion brings the validity of’the
entire program into question.

STORAGE

Surface stomse appears most viable and likely in the Delta itself where it occurred historically prior
to rtm, hmation and should be. considered as the priority. The costs and hazards associat~ with
maintaining levees to protect lands 25 feet below sea level do not appear cost effective when viewed
from a statewide strategy.

SurfaCe Slot°aft: in upsb’eam locations ax~ in~.-redibly expensive to build and oRen not properly
t~-~med ~r cnn~nx~ion or lo~g term maintmanc¢ costs. Loss of’riparian habitat, rivex canyons and
wetlands should be mitigated by consideration of environmentally superior locations such as the
o/t-stream alternatives.

GROUNDWATEg

G~utuzdwater pun~ fur transfer sales hav~: not been proven to be ¯ viable option, and iflmythin&
have been proven nonviable ifthc San Jozquin Valley it uaed as an zc.zmplt Tlw pot~ntizl imptctl
of~’,n mimr ~wrdrafling are, ,,n la,~., they cafld nt~er he mitigated. Once mbsidence occurs there
is ~ r~psir for tha gmlogic tubctructur, tlmt i~ dzc, xo~.,,ed. Onoo wate~ quality, doSXtdttion vooxtr0
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While the documents themselves appear care£ully prepared, msny deficiencies are found in the
s~etion~ that relate to mitigation. The deferral of certain studies and analyses will leave many issues
completely unresolved and therefore too week to support future dilticult decisions regarding resource
conservation and preservation. Mitigation options that include habitat creation should be a lower
priority than in-place ~tion and restoration since this approach has yet to be solidly proven as
Idequlite ~tiSatiOn ~ creites the potential for certain jurisdictiom to get a disproportionate imlolmt
of the mitisation lands which could have local ¢¢oetonlic blipacts. Claims o£ adequate mitigation
would be iliappeopriate if the primary focus were habitat creation. It could require many times the
needed eta’ease tu a~;ldcw; Icgitil,llit~: mitigation through habitat t:nliun, partil.’uhirly in regaids to
.~.a~inal wetllildl aiid the soi~illvc spathes lima mc depimdent upon them.

Tile ,~,x~epl ufAduptivu Management appears integral to the overall program, however there arc no
assurailces Ihit iliis pio~-ss wlal’t b~ used to defei legitimate mitigation or avoid di~cult mitigation.
The dcicripliOll foulld in thi Iihll.w II lntefiai Ri:port dims not answer the critical questions resarding
the need fo~ continuing resource conservation and restoration, independent of the interim arguments
that will tmdoubtedly be pres,~J!l~ ill suppolt ul’gli:atu~ watia ~poris. The DEIS/EIR properly
identifies the extemive resource loss Imd delpadation (80i% for wetlands and 951% f~" riparian
areas) that provides the focus for the emire Program. A goal of the Progrlim should be remedial
resource restoration and conservation f~ impacts fi’om continued operation of the CVP and SWP,
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indepe~eat ofthe fhture demand for the resources, There is a considerab[e amount oxeuncertsinty
~n this feature of the program, which appear~ very dependent upon the Adaptive Managemtmt
concept. Tiffs Adaptive Management process should be clearly defined as a management tool that
will not b~ used to reduce the restoration or conservation requirements of’this program.

IMPACTS

Explanations that water sales will only occur from wilIin$ sellers provides no as~rance of resource
conservation. This simply sets the stage for individuals to ~ell out for the lowest price to get the
transfer sale contract thereby degrading the resource at the bargain price, it a]so sets the stage for
water agetX~, or ¢o~ractoes to s~ply ~y out ¢xistj~8 ag~cu~ural operatinn.,t and any other water
fights for ~ exploitation throug~ land idlin~ or resource degradation on a dispersed pattern. These
~ituatior~ have t.x~m’ied it, th: imt =d will toast in th: l’ut.t~ -- a ,’~ault oFthis protrant if approved
in its current form Any new tran.~fer mle.~ dqmndmt upon 8rmmdwater ~mzld he delayed until the
location from which the resource is proposed to be exttlcted has a groundwater management plan
in place that contains comprehensive mitigation and monitoring, The CALFED Program should assist
all agencies that could be impacted by such extractions to develop individual groundwater
management programs and mandate that they accomplish adequate mitigation and monitoring.

In regards to tire Growth Inducing impae, ts u~Jion, the. d~t~tsston rema~ably dlSpStt’J~e,~ Ol~e. or’the.
mint dBnifcant imp~tctx ot’thi~ mmive project in two ptrtsrtpht It it extr~rdinary indctd how the
document absolves this program of any respomibility relating to the facilitation of the tR-mtmdous
amount of growth that will occur which will be completely dependent upon the new water applies
and increased dive~sions, the indisputable fact that this project will facilitate the continued urban
sprawl and unoontrolled conversion of ~p’ieultural land throughout the state is completely and
inexplicably ignored. This section is completely deficiem in every respect and catmot be considered
to have satisfied NEPA or CEQA in this regard. Tiffs issue alone renders the docttment legally
deficiem and warrants major xevision and recirculation. The 8rowth-inducin8 impacts of this pro~e~

on water resource development and facility construction, the claims of beneficial impacts are
umuppon~l ~ unjustifitbb. While the docun~nt describes vague futur, reaorition activities that
may occur at some iadeterminant point in the future, it is quite clear and specif�c about the desired
lugs ~,~e facility impi’ov~,e, ls tlmt m� d=~ied whldz will l’,dlil-te the h~uml’= ~le~ Ih=l al~em
to be the focus ofthe program’s efforts.

One objective of the program should be to study the environmental restoration needs in it
�omprehemive manner to determine the filll extent ofimpact~ .rewriting fi’om ¢~ntitzuexl opesation of
the current water diversion facilities. Modifications to current operations should be identified as a
priority. Developm~t of now fi¢ilitie~ will crate the t~tentia] for ~’eazer, future impacts and
degradativ- .~ tl~� pr~;~r¢ be~;umes great~ eor larger water div~rsion~ in th© future. If mitigation
measures are dependent upon operational regulations of the new facilities, the project oould be
ov,awhelmed by future political forces that would abuse the Padlifles and modify the operations to
the detriment of the environment and the bemfit oftha water contractors and all the industries that
t:Ottld profit fi, om them. Water efficiency increases, conservation programs, alternative source
development (including d~alination), and reoperation of existing facilitie~ should all have priority
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As long as a~encles and contractors that l~ave any tinanctaJ Interest Jn mcreased transfer ~les have
~ pri.nuy inllu=x~e on pru~rmn px~ities, the undeniable conflict ofint=c~t will ca~=ti.uc ~u exist a~d
taint the progrm~ leaving the conclusions and recotmnendations in question and thecefora inadequate
for th~ ~ ofe~f~n9 I~H]I~A ~nd C~QA. ~.ezlitti¢, reliable and verifiable dat, mu~ providr
tho bauiu for nil analyu�~ to ~uppo~ objoofivo dotormitmtiont;.

A rush to approve the prograt~ witlwnat the t’e~oounetzded revisions and adequate review will only
increase the perception that the program is intm~t on facilitating 8rearer diversions through increued
facility dov~pment and that envir~nnuntd rGst~ration and ,:onsGrcation is an a~erthou~,~,ht that nay
never be achieved

In consideration of the many financially challenged jurisdictions that axe thc source of" the water
supply, the l~arn should include assistance to these ju~sdi~ion$ in the way of revenue generation
G~. ~ 1"~,, .,~1 ~..v;.,,..,,.,,k.l I,,-~,,m,- ~,,’,tal,lial,.n.,aL ~,u,--! v~,u.G~ ~l,.=kI In. ta,~,;A~J J~wt
assi~ance from federal and mate regulatory agenc~ in the form of comprehensive natural community
cons=vation proHrams that provide permittinK and economic development assistmtcc. Such

land uses thatcredits ntUnal reu~urces provideprograms should proviclc for exi~ns and main~inin8
habitat fo~ sensitive species.

Until such time as the recommended modifications are made and the documents are recirculated we
will continue to have significant concerns [egmding the objectives, methods, mudyses and impacts
associmtt~d with the propo~l program. The asstnnptions that p~ovide the basis for the exten~ve
projected waxe~ demands should be independently verified and corginned for the many local agencies
and jurisdictions that will be required to deal with th~ long term imptemcntatior~ of this program and
its mitigation requirements.

Sincerely, ~
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